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RECENT CASES. 

Admiralty— Jurisdiction — Beacon.— United States v. Evans, 25 Sup. 
Ct. 46. — Held, that admiralty jurisdiction extends to a libel in rem against a 
vessel for negligently injuring a beacon standing fifteen or twenty feet from 
the channel of a bay, in water twelve or fifteen feet deep, though it is built 
upon piles driven firmly into the bottom. 

Formerly admiralty jurisdiction was limited to the high seas. New Jersey 
Steam Nav. Co. v. Merchant's Bank, 6 How. 344. Later it was held to ex- 
tend to all public navigable water. The Genesee Chief v. Fttzhugh, 53 U. 
S. 443. But not to an injury done by a vessel to an object on land. The 
Plymouth, 3 Wall. 20. Courts of admiralty have also declined to assume 
jurisdiction where a fire is set to a house by a passing boat. Ex parte Phoenix 
Ins. Co., 118 U. S. 610; where the injury is to a bridge, swinging on a pier, 
constructed on the bed of a river, Curtis v. City of Milwaukee, 37 Fed. 705 ; 
John C. Sweeney, 55 Fed. 540; where the injury is to a boom, though it ex- 
tends into navigable water, Brig "City of Erie" v. Canfield, 27 Mich. 479; 
also where a vessel collides with and injures a derrick, attached to the bottom. 
The Maud Webster, Fed. Cas. No. 9,302. The present case is apparently in 
conflict with former decisions, and is illustrative of the tendency to enlarge 
admiralty jurisdiction. 

Adverse Possession — Against Whom. — Maas v. Burdezke, ioi N. W. 
182 (Minn.). — Held, that one may acquire title to land by adverse possession as 
against the true owner, though he erroneously believed it to be public land 
and intended to hold and claim it under the federal homestead law. 

In some states to gain title by adverse possession it must be against the 
whole world; Beatev. Hite, 35 Ore. 176; thus it was held in Flewellen v. 
Randall, 74 S. W. 49, that where a man enters upon land supposing it to be- 
long to the state and with the intention of acquiring it from the state he does 
not gain title by adverse possession against the true owner. But on the other 
hand, and, it seems, by weight of authority, it is held that the plaintiff must 
recover, if at all, on the strength of his own title, Mather v. Walsh, 107 Mo. 
121 ; and that possession need not be adverse to the whole world but only to 
the one who is asserting title in himself. Skipwith v. Martin, 50 Ark. 141 ; 
and though one admit title in the state, he may gain title by holding con- 
tinuously and adversely to the real owner for the statutory period. Franceur 
v. Newhouse, 14 Sawy. 601. 

Bankruptcy — Manufacturing Corporation — Laundry. — In re Troy 
Steam Laundering Co., 13 Am. B.R. 97. — Held, that a corporation organized 
for general laundry business, but whose principal business is the laundering 
of collars and cuffs, etc., for manufacturers of those articles, prior to their 
being put on the market, is engaged in manufacturing and subject to be 
adjudged a bankrupt. 

To be adjudged an involuntary bankrupt, the corporation must be one 
clearly within the provisions of the act. Wilson v. City Bank, 17 Wall. 473. 
The process of manufacture is supposed to produce some new article, and 
does not consist in a mere change of form of the original article. Hartranft 
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v. Wiegman, 121 U. S. 609; People v. Roberts, 145 N. Y. 377. A manu- 
facturing corporation may be one that merely performs work and labor, the 
materials being furnished by other parties. In re Niagara Contracting Co., 
127 Fed. 782. It is clear that a laundry company, doing only domestic work, 
is not a manufacturer. In re White Star Laundry Co., 117 Fed. 570. 

Banks — Liability to the Legal Representatives of a Deceased 
Depositor. — Kelley v. Buffalo Sav. Bank, 72 N. E. 995 (N. Y.).— Where, 
after the death of a depositor in a saving's bank, of which fact the bank was 
ignorant, his bank book was produced, and a draft presented, purporting to 
bear his signature, which was paid by the bank, held, that failure to make a 
physical comparison of such signature to the draft with the signature of the 
depositor on file in the bank, renders the bank liable for such payment, for 
failure to exercise due care and ordinary caution. 

The officers of a savings bank are to be held to the exercise of reasonable 
care and diligence. Eaves v. Peoples' S. Bank, 27 Conn. 229; Boone v. 
Citizens' S. Bank, 84 N. Y. 83. The exercise of mere diligence will not 
protect the bank where it knows of the depositor's death. Farmer v. Man- 
hattan S. Inst., 60 Hun 462; Fowler v. B. S. Bank, 113 N. Y. 450. A rule 
or clause in the deposit book is part of the contract between the bank and its 
depositor. White v. Bank, 22 Pick. 183; Wallace v. Bank, 7 Gray 134; 
Eaves v. Peoples' S. Bank, supra. The common rule, authorizing payment 
on the death of a depositor to his legal representatives, is designed to protect 
the depositor when he no longer can protect himself, and requires the bank to 
employ special care to see that payment is made to the proper person. Parmer 
v. M. S. Inst., Supra. 

Constitutional Law — Construction of Viaduct — Liability of Munici- 
pality to Abutting Owner. — Sauer v. City of New York, 72 N. E. 579 
(N. Y.).— When a statute authorizes the construction of a viaduct above the 
surface of a street and such construction diminishes the value of an abutting 
owner's property, occasioning dust and noise, impairing ingress and egress, 
and interrupting light and air, held, that the statute is not unconstitutional, 
the damages sustained being damnum absque injuria. Vann and Bartlett, 
J J., dissenting. 

This decision is distinguishable from Story v. R. Co., 90 N. Y. 122, where 
damages were allowed, on the ground that the obstructions were incompatible 
with, and destructive of, the use of the street as such. Under a con- 
stitutional provision prohibiting the taking of private property for public use 
without compensation, it is held that abutting property owners who sustain 
special damages from the construction of street improvements are entitled to 
compensation. Pause v. Atlanta, 98 Ga. 92; Barrows v. Sycamore, 150 111. 
588. In Rening v. R. Co., 128 N. Y. 157, it was said that the owner is en- 
titled to the benefit of the street for egress and other purposes and cannot be 
deprived thereof without compensation. Indirect injuries, however, suffered 
in common with the general public, are not recoverable. Rigney v. Chicago, 102 
111. 64. A diversion of public traffic from the street in front of the property is not 
ground for compensation, Hobson v. Philadelphia, 155 Pa. 131; and the con- 
struction of an elevated approach to a viaduct occupying the entire width of the 
street is damnum absque injuria. Coldough v. Milwaukee, 92 Wis. 182. 

Constitutional Law— Inspection Laws. — Territory ex rel. E. J. 
McLean & Co. v. Denver & R. G. R. Co., 79 Pac. 74 (New Mexico.). — 



